This research suggests that for parents from minority communities, the placement decisionmaking process must become more inclusive and enabling before they are able to fully support their child with SEND.
Introduction
Recent key government education policies and legislation have increasingly focused on including parental perspectives of special education, specifically their involvement in decisionmaking for their child with special education needs and/or disability (SEND). The new SEND Code of Practice (Department of Education and Department of Health, 2015) promotes 'the participation of children, their parents and young people in decision-making. . . [and] greater choice and control for young people and parents over support ' (p. 19) . A key aspect of parental decision-making which can be stressful is deciding their preferences for the type of school (mainstream or special) they want their child to attend. Every child has the right to be educated within mainstream school, and parents of children with SEND have the right to express a preference for their child's placement type. However, often this is not a fully exercised choice because the final placement decision rests with local authorities (LAs), who have to consider whether educating an individual child with SEND would adversely affect the education of typical children. Moreover, although parents can challenge the LA's decision, this does not guarantee that LAs will revise their initial placement decisions.
Parents can have very different experiences and preferences regarding placement decisionmaking depending on their child's SEND, the school and familial factors (Byrne, 2013) . Two recent studies by Mann, Cuskelly and Moni (2015) and Bajwa-Patel and Devecchi (2014) have highlighted the various mechanisms within parental placement decision-making. In their Australian qualitative research using focus groups with 30 parents of typical children and children with SEND, Mann, Cuskelly, and Moni (2015) outlined three mechanisms affecting parental choice in decision-making for children with SEND. The first consideration is individual freedom versus constraints on choice; while 'choice' inherently implies freedom to choose from different options, in reality parental choice is exercised in the context of societal and institutional limitations. The second consideration is the perceived value on individual agency versus professional expertise; parents may either be gently guided in a particular direction or coerced into making certain choices by professionals. The final consideration is whether parental decision-making is a rational or an emotional decision; do parents utilise a cost-versus-benefit approach to each placement setting? Applying the first mechanism, Mann, Cuskelly, and Moni (2015) revealed that parents of children with SEND generally experienced more constraints to choose than parents of typical children. They found that families of children with SEND were pressured by teachers to pursue special schools if their child was eligible for special school placement. Notably, parents of children with SEND in primary schools reported being directed towards special schools, whereas parents of children with SEND within secondary school reported exercising greater agency. In relation to the second consideration, most parents reported wanting to make their own informed decisions rather than relying on professional guidance; interestingly, they placed greater value on the recommendations of other parents in similar situations than professional advice and distrusted professional advice and information favouring special schools (Mann, Cuskelly, and Moni, 2015) . Regarding the third factor, parents of typical children reported making rational decisions regarding the negative and positive aspects of each setting; parents of children with SEND reported making emotional placement preference decisions, experiencing guilt, sadness and anger about their child missing out. The study by Mann, Cuskelly, and Moni (2015) highlighted the unfavourable experiences of parents of children with SEND, who reported limited choices, reduced agency and pressure to choose special schools; moreover, the whole process was emotionally overwhelming for them and their child.
Bajwa-Patel and Devecchi's (2014) mixed-method research also explored parental choice, surveying 380 families of children with SEN Statements in Southeast England. They utilised Bagley and Woods' (1998) perspective on parental decision-making, which is based on two values: instrumental-academic and intrinsic-personal/social. Parents of children with SEND may choose schools based on intrinsic values such as whether their child will feel happy, secure and included within a particular setting, whereas parents of typical children focus on academic attainment goals. Bajwa-Patel and Devecchi (2014) found the extent to which parents' exercised choice depended on their child's SEND type; most parents of children with cognitive learning difficulties reported they were given a choice by the LA, although some suggested difficulty in ensuring their choice was followed through. More than half of parents of children with behavioural, emotional and social difficulties (BESD) 1 and communication and interaction needs (CIN) reported a lack of choice. Interestingly, all children with BESD attended special schools, indicating the abstractness of mainstream inclusion for children with BESD. However, parents of children with sensory and physical needs were very positive, with some suggesting that 'all schools were open for me ' (Bajwa-Patel and Devecchi, 2014, p. 124) .
This study highlighted the complexities parents face in expressing choice and placement decisions. There was possibly an inherent bias against the inclusion of children with BESD within mainstream schools (Bajwa-Patel and Devecchi, 2014 All children in this study had specific speech and language difficulties (SSLD) which can lead to behaviour problems, putting them at a higher risk of exclusion (Lindsay and Dockrell, 2004 Children had a range of disabilities and attended placement settings in special schools, or varying degrees of integration within mainstream schools. This study also explored the relationship between parental education levels, occupations, and the child's SEND, and their impact on parental perceptions of inclusion and mainstreaming. In similarity to Runswick-Cole (2007) and Lindsay and Dockrell (2004) , parents were generally philosophically supportive of inclusive education; however, their child's welfare and practical constraints were central to their decision-making (Leyser and Kirk, 2004) . Parents of children attending mainstream schools identified with the social benefits their child received, such as acceptance by nondisabled peers and greater self-esteem. However, they also expressed concerns about the risk of bullying and their poor impressions of the teaching skills of mainstream teachers; parents whose children attended special schools identified a better quality of instruction and one-toone support. Interestingly, Leyser and Kirk's (2004) study also revealed that while parents were happy to choose mainstream schools at primary level, parents opted for special schools at secondary level where academic and social gaps became more visible. However, parents of children with mild difficulties were more in favour of mainstream schools than parents of children with severe disabilities. Moreover, parents with a university education held more positive views of inclusive education than parents with a high school education.
Leyser and Kirk's (2004) study raises many interesting philosophical and practical points for consideration; for instance, the ideology of inclusiveness may be linked to a broader sense of an inclusive and conducive environment rather than mere placement choice. Parents choosing both mainstream and special schools during placement decision-making considered the sense of belongingness that school staff and pupils would offer their child. Leyser and Kirk's (2004) study also questions whether studies exploring the relationship between familial factors and placement choices lean towards the family deficit model (Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti, 2013) , ignoring the influence of larger uncontrollable variables which impact these decisions. Finally, as children transition from primary to secondary school, their needs change; parents of children in primary mainstream schools reported considering special schools at secondary level, suggesting they valued a more tailored curriculum and independence skills training over focussing on academic achievement within a mainstream setting (Leyser and Kirk, 2004) .
These studies all found that placement decision-making is stressful for parents; however, once decision-making is over parents feel relieved and generally satisfied with their school choice and support. A recent large-scale research examining parental perceptions of UK inclusive education also supports this view; Parsons, Lewis and Ellins (2009) The studies reviewed so far all suggest that families face considerable challenges in securing provisions or their children with SEND (Goodley, Runswick-Cole and Mahmoud, 2013) .
Moreover, studies with 'Global North families' (Goodley, Runswick-Cole, and Mahmoud, 2013, p.65 ) assume a homogeneous experience for all parents. While some studies have focused on the influences of economic status and SEND type, very few studies have examined how the intersections of historical, political and economic contexts can lead to differing experiences for different families (Gonzalez, Moll, and Amanti, 2013) . There has been little consideration of how one act of oppression (e.g., disablism) intersects with other forms of oppression (e.g., poverty). The studies discussed above do not examine experiences of families of children with SEND from minority and culturally-diverse backgrounds; it is important to highlight that research with minority families must avoid stereotypical notions of culture.
Research aims
My Unstructured interviews enabled participants to describe their account of events, how they prioritised certain events (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009) This research was conducted in Southwest England. The participants -mothers who were primary carers of children with SEND -were contacted through 'Anokha', a support group for South Asian families of children with SEND, as well as through 'snowballing'. I had initially planned to include Pakistani and Bangladeshi mothers within the sample; however, families registered with Anokha were exclusively Pakistani, particularly Mirpur-Azad Kashmir. As shown in Table 1 , the mothers were either first-generation immigrants through transnational marriages or second-generation immigrants, and primarily spoke English, Punjabi and Urdu.
All children, except two, had Statements. Table 2 shows that the school trajectories of the participants' 12 children at the time of data collection were that nine were in special school placements, and the remaining three were in mainstream. The tables (below) provide an overview of the mothers' profiles, their children and the types of school settings (in the research, pseudonyms were used in place of the actual names of the children, the mothers and their schools to protect their confidentiality).
I used a pen and paper method to conduct data analysis, primarily because this method suits a small sample size. Data analysis is an iterative and reflexive process even before data collection commences (Miles, Huberman and Saldana, 2014) , requiring researchers to go back and forth in the field and engaging with the literature review to generate a deeper analysis. I used Braun and Clarke's (2006) thematic analysis to conduct initial data analysis, develop codes and review themes. Since I am fluent in Urdu, interviews were transcribed directly from spoken Urdu into written English to save time. Copies of interview transcripts were provided to all participants, and feedback was requested regarding any discrepancies within the interview text.
Ethical considerations
I referred to BERA guidelines and the University of Bristol's ethics procedure for this research.
The key issues emerging from the ethical discussion were parental consent and withdrawal, their safety and well-being, and confidentiality. I obtained ongoing consent from each participant, although the mode of consent varied. Some of my participants were uncomfortable signing a 'written document'; therefore, verbal consent on audio tape was recorded, with assurances that they would not be pressured into consenting by either Anokha or myself and could leave the research at any stage.
I ensured participants were not put at risk or discomfort throughout my research, with interviews often held at locations which protected participant privacy. Anokha knew the names and contact details of the participants they had proposed which affected their anonymity; I 
Findings and discussions
This research yielded rich insights about British-Pakistani mothers' experiences in fighting for inclusion in various placement settings. Mothers wanted inclusion as an educational goal, but also wanted their child to experience belongingness in any placement setting. My findings revealed that inclusion was not tied to a specific placement setting; mothers also revealed additional factors not previously highlighted in existing studies which affected their placement preferences.
Maternal views on inclusion and inclusive experiences
Mothers interpreted inclusion beyond its locational definition, associating it with a sense of belongingness and their child's right to educational opportunities. They gave a nuanced analysis of the differences their children experienced or might experience if included within mainstream.
"In mainstream school she [Amna] was the only one who attended these [inclusion]
classes, it put pressure on her. . .she knows she's got special needs, but she didn't feel happy…" -Shehnaz Shehnaz's daughter, Amna was self-conscious about being segregated from her typical classmates, and about them finding out about her specialist provision, which affected her selfesteem and peer relationships; Amna also found her timetable overwhelming. Amna's experiences question the purpose of locational inclusion if it excludes children with SEND.
Notably, the mothers did not blame teachers for excluding their child, rather considered the whole system as unconducive for children with SEND; they highlighted the limited resources Mothers were also aware how pressuring schools to perform in assessments and league tables was counterproductive to inclusive education objectives. This was reflected in Maria and Parveen's interviews.
"Some schools, they don't want their levels to drop. . .and if they have children who lag behind, they can't have children bring it [performance scores] down…" -Maria

"It's idealistic, and it's great with all the opportunity but…I can't understand how they address [equality]. It doesn't make sense, equality comes with it but you can't give equality to me. It's far from reality." -Parveen
Mothers questioned whether merely placing their child within mainstream schools would provide equality. They suggested the curriculum would be incompatible for their child, and the inclusion checklist such as railings, ramps and access to playgrounds only existed on paper but not in practice; they also thought mainstream schools were not fully invested in pupils with SEND, because they would lower overall performance scores. Mothers said their experiences suggested that these practices were endemic within Britain's education system, but that they had ultimately accepted this. This echoes a small-scale study into schools' admissions procedures, where parents of children with SEND reported that some staff had discouraged them from applying to their schools, or implied their child would be better-off elsewhere (Office of the Children's Commissioner, 2014). In some cases, staff exploited the lack of parental awareness of the admissions process or used emotionally charged language (Office of the Children's Commissioner, 2014). However, mothers in my study seemingly knew about how SEND policy was being enacted in the context of broader educational policies, focussing on school accountability and standardisation through Ofsted inspections and SAT scores (Oliver and Barnes, 2010) . Therefore, holding schools responsible for their child's inclusion was more complex, because responsibility for inclusion was shared amongst all stakeholders in the educational system.
All mothers, except Tahira and Saira, had direct or indirect negative experiences of mainstream schools. This supports findings from DeBoer, Pijl and Minnaert (2010), whose systematic review of studies probing parental attitudes to inclusion found that parents of children with SEND were hesitant about mainstream education, which affected their child's successful longterm integration. However, a nuanced analysis suggests that maternal attitudes are actually based on their child's experiences, not their own biases; this was also the case for Tahira and Saira who had both preferred mainstream inclusion.
However, although both Tahira and Saira preferred mainstream schools for their children, this did not happen. Farrukh (Tahira's son) and Faraz (Saira's son) were aware they were intentionally being sent to special schools against their wishes. 
"I understand inclusion is including everybody…that was never offered to him…ninety-
Factors that influence maternal placement preferences
It is important to recall that parents can only express their placement preferences; LAs ultimately make placement decisions if their criteria are met and parents only retain the right to appeal an LA's decision through the HM Courts and Tribunals Service. At the time of data collection, my eight research participants had 12 children with SEND; eight children attended special schools, three attended mainstream schools (one was transferring to special school), and one was starting a further education college. All mothers, except Tahira and Saira, chose special schools for their child. All mothers reported a lack of choice within and between mainstream and special schools which greatly narrowed their pool of potential schools, although some mothers were likely steered towards their preferences by professional advice rather than by actively making that decision.
Mothers sought a placement setting that best catered to their child's SEND. All mothers visited mainstream and special schools to inform their placement decisions. This supports the findings of Bagley and Woods (1998) and Jenkinson (1998) that parents consider the type and severity of their child's SEND before choosing a school with the most appropriate provision. In my study, Kiran revealed she had initially wanted her son, Ahmed, to attend mainstream school but changed her mind after considering that Ahmed was non-verbal, making it problematic for him to communicate any issues such as bullying. Kiran ultimately decided to consider only special schools with excellent speech and language therapy provisions. Similarly, Tahira reported that Farrukh had been wheelchair-bound before school-age, so she looked for schools which could help with his physical therapy and independence skills. Notably, contrary to Bagley and Woods' (1998) findings, mothers in my study also focused beyond care and provisions, and chose placements with a tailored curriculum according to their child's SEN, promoting learning at an appropriate pace.
While maternal decision-making focussed on their child's SEND, it was always combined with other factors such as professional input or transport. This reflects the realistic framework through which mothers formed their placement preferences. This is perhaps best represented in Shehnaz's comment,
"If you look at every detail, you'll never find a school. There's never going to be a perfect school that ticks every box…she's sub-par with her studies so when I found out Chester Special School took children with lower educational abilities I thought, if she fits into that I'll get a place there." -Shehnaz
Shehnaz's experience illustrates how mothers may compromise on less important issues as long as their child's key needs are supported. This reflects how education increasingly operates in a commoditised market, with more agency granted to decision-makers (Gorad, 1999) . One example of this market model is the government's initiative for local 'one-stop shops' to offer advice, support and information for families of children with SEND (Children and Families Act, 2014) . Despite the freedom theoretically resulting from such marketisation, mothers in my research reported that they held limited options which meant they could exercise little free choice.
Importantly, the severity of their child's SEND did not itself prevent mothers from considering mainstream schools, rather the external environment and support offered were influencers.
Amber had PMLD and a Statement, however, after receiving professional advice Parveen decided that socialising with mainstream children would benefit Amber, and so chose mainstream placement. My research also found that mothers preferred special schools because they wanted better provisions and a tailored curriculum for their child, echoing studies by Lindsay and Dockrell (2004) and Runswick-Cole (2007) . However, the two mothers in my study who preferred mainstream did so not just due to inclusion, but also because they believed their child had a right to mainstream education, an aspect not previously found.
Another uniquely revealing finding was that, given an option between two special schools, mothers were more likely to prefer a special school that looks less sanitised and disabling. This was reflected in interviews with Maria, Parveen and Shehnaz as they discussed actively visiting all special schools. In my earlier study (Rizvi, 2015) , mothers also discussed the negative visual imagery of disability as their child first entered special school, which mothers perceived as their child's segregation from 'normal'. However, maternal perceptions had been unaffected by the 'physical' aspects of special schools (Rizvi, 2015) . Existing studies have explored the visual imagery of disability in relation to the media, public spaces, children's literature and charity
representations (Garland-Thomson, 2002) . Moreover, Bagley, Woods and Woods (2001) found that parents of typical children did consider the school environment during placement decision-making, however, significantly literature specifically exploring whether the physical environment within special schools affected placement preferences is scarce. Although mothers in my study chose special schools for their child, they preferred schools which did not resemble a hospital, projecting feelings of 'hopelessness and sickness'. Maria suggested she was more likely to prefer a special school that was closer to her impression of her 'own sense of normal'. This suggests that special schools should rethink aspects of their physical environment to appear more inclusive and welcoming to children and mothers.
Another factor affecting maternal special school placement preferences was shared geographical proximity or resources with mainstream schools. Sharing playgrounds or resources such as swimming pools with mainstream schools provided opportunities for children with SEND to socialise with typical children and enjoy the 'best of both worlds' (Parveen, second interview). This contradicts Runswick-Cole (2007) who found that mothers who preferred special school placement operated from a medicalised model of disability. In seeking aspects of locational and social integration (Shah, 2007) with typical children, mothers in my study acknowledged the benefits of mainstream schools. This was further validated when many mothers confirmed they desired eventual mainstream integration, but preferred special school placement during their child's primary years to avail specialist intervention and support to develop essential independence and social skills, which would help their child's eventual inclusion into mainstream society.
A third factor influencing maternal preferences was professional advice. Except Alina, all mothers revealed how educational, medical and care professionals either helped or hindered their placement decision-making, advising them about better choices or excessively encouraging a particular placement setting (Mann, Cuskelly, and Moni, 2015) . In my previous study, I found that mothers had accepted advice from medical professionals to choose special schools in their child's best interest, in the absence of alternative information (Rizvi, 2015) .
Mothers in my current research did not similarly adhere to advice from medical professionals, although Shehnaz, Maria and Parveen did believe that medical professionals were sincere, forming part of their 'information circle'; they helped Shehnaz choose a special school for Tariq, and helped Parveen choose a mainstream school for Amber. Reliance on medical professionals during placement may be because mothers had worked closely with them for a prolonged period due to the nature and severity of the child's SEND.
Where advice from LAs or schools differed from maternal preferences, then mothers felt betrayed and coerced into making a particular choice, as in Tahira and Saira's case. they viewed Statements as a means to getting special school placements and appropriate support for their child, and therefore, were committed to ensuring their voices were being heard. Additionally, mothers suggested that 'gathering proof' and working alongside or often against professional opinion was emotionally exhausting, however, they had to quickly get 'back to reality' (Alina, first interview) because they had multiple roles and responsibilities towards their child.
Conclusion
This research uniquely identified the broader roles that mothers expected mainstream and special schools to play with regard to inclusion. Mothers with children in special schools wanted the school to provide a genuine opportunity to transition into mainstream school. This deviates from Runswick-Cole (2007) , who suggested that the maternal lens is shaped by the medical model of disability if parents chose special schools, and concurs with research which report that models of disability do not reflect parental placement choices. Therefore, mothers in my study sought the placement setting which promised the most support and best provisions for their child's learning. Parents also wanted special schools to provide meaningful progression for their child into adulthood by offering mainstream transition. This included considering schools which provided a curriculum that encouraged their child's learning at an appropriate pace rather than just focusing on care. While most children in my study attended a special school, many mothers indicated that the choice of special schools was very limited and that they had picked the school which looked least disabling. This has important implications for practitioners working in special schools, and for how parents consider visual imagery when making placement decisions.
Maternal placement preferences were also influenced by professionals, families and transport issues, reinforcing the views of existing studies on the importance of providing correct guidance to parents, rather than relying on the opinions and expertise of others to make a placement preference. This research reveals that final placement settings did not always necessarily reflect original parental preferences, nor did current placement settings exactly match maternal expectations of the ideal school for their child. Mothers often had to adjust their expectations to an imperfect education system and negotiate with the school about available resources to ensure that their child received the best possible support from the school.
While there is limited research on how ethnic-minority parents, specifically mothers, experience placement decision-making, my research reveals that schools and the educational system in general, must take practical steps to make the placement decision-making process more inclusive if they are committed to providing greater choice, control and support to all parents. This may require LAs to provide mothers with an education welfare officer who offers impartial advice and information during the placement process. This guidance should be free from professional jargon and ensure that mothers from diverse communities who may be unfamiliar with the current SEND Code of Practice and the nuances of the special education system are not disadvantaged at this crucial stage of their child's education. It also means that at the time of school placement, children's voices are the centre of this process; the experiences of Farrukh and Faraz highlight the repeated silencing of children's wishes regarding their own placement settings. In addition, schools need to work with and value maternal expertise on how best to support their child in their current settings. Finally, as opposed to focusing on inclusion as the end-goal, mainstream and special schools need to work in partnership rather than as
